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EXPLORING THE VIRTUAL COMMUNITIES  OF COLLEGE FOOTBALL FANS: THE USES AND GRATIFICATIONS OF ONLINE MESSAGE BOARDS  Sharisse Hubbard Dr. Charles Davis, Thesis Supervisor  ABSTRACT    In light of the uses and gratifications theory, this study examined how college football fans use online message boards, what their motivations are for using online message boards, and whether online message boards are complementing or displacing traditional media for them. A survey posted to four different subscription‐based online message boards revealed that when it comes to their favorite college football team, college football fans (N = 995) are spending significantly more time on message boards for needs gratification than they are with newspapers, magazines, radio, and television. Six motivations of message board use were extracted from a factor analysis, and surveillance emerged as the most salient reason for accessing message boards. Multiple regressions then revealed which motivation variables were significant predictors of message board use. Analysis on attitudes showed that college football fans are very satisfied with their subscriptions, find the information provided on the message boards to be highly credible, and experience a strong dependency on the message boards.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION     A decade into the 21st century, sports journalism is still reaching new heights and evolving into a commanding force throughout traditional and new media outlets. ESPN, Inc., “The Worldwide Leader in Sports,” dominates sports media globally with more than 50 business entities, including print, television, radio, online, wireless, and publishing assets, and it continues to grow (ESPN, 2007).  Still, even with the prominence of sports in American culture, sports media remains an under‐researched area in the realm of mass communication studies. As Bulla (2008) pointed out, missing from sports journalism research  “are uses‐and‐gratifications studies on how fans use the media, since few media consumers use the various outlets available to them more readily than sports enthusiasts” (p. 144). Throughout a typical day, an avid sports fan might read the sports section of a newspaper, listen to sports talk radio, visit a sports‐related website, post on a fan message board, and tune into a sports broadcast on television.  But why do sports fans choose one medium over another when it comes to fulfilling their needs for sports content? In order to narrow down the broad category of sports fans, solely college football fans were examined in this study, which seeks to determine their uses and gratifications of online message boards. Because user‐generated content is becoming so prevalent on the Web, this exploratory study 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looks at how college football fans use online message boards and what their motivations are for using them. Additionally, Dimmick, Chen, and Li (2004)  asserted that “the growing popularity of the World Wide Web as a new medium of communication has resulted in changes in people’s daily lives, as well as in their use of traditional media” (p. 20). To test this assertion, this study also looks at whether the role online message boards play for college football fans in relation to traditional media is complementary or competing. In essence, the focus is on whether college football fans are using online message boards as a supplement to traditional media or whether they are using them as a substitute. The answers to these questions will provide valuable insight into the decision‐making process of college football fans in choosing the media they consume. The results of this research will be of importance to media professionals, especially sports journalists, because it would be valuable to know why college football fans spend their time on message boards for needs gratification. Message boards are becoming primary sources of information for college football fans; Rivals.com, one network of team‐specific college football websites, had more than 11.5 million unique users in the month of January 2009 alone (Rivals.com, 2009). Moderators of these team‐specific sites often appear on national media to provide insight on the university football programs with which they associate. Interactive media, such as sports talk radio and online message boards, already have had a profound effect on sports journalists, demonstrated by the way media professionals 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are starting to pay more attention to it and how much they value fans’ opinions (Wigley & Meirick, 2008). The results of this study might further encourage sports journalists at traditional media outlets to seek out ways of adjusting their methods of reporting and delivery to cater to the way sports fans use the media. In addition, the results of this study help to point out what needs are not currently being gratified by traditional media. Despite the Internet’s profound effect over the media landscape, Stempel, Hargrove, and Bernt (2000) asserted that research on how media audiences use the Internet is lacking. This study adds to that body of research by looking at the online message boards sector of the Internet. The following chapter reviews the relevant literature as it applies to the sports media audience, sports fandom, the proposed application of theories, the Internet’s impact on sports journalism, and online message boards. The results of this study make headway for future studies by expanding on the minimally researched medium of online message boards. 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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW   
Sports Media Audience   The sports media audience is unique in that sports are so diverse. Studies vary based on a number of different factors, such as gender or type of fan. Kinkema and Harris (1998) identified production, content, and audience as the three primary areas of research relating to sports media. They stressed the need for more audience research in the realm of sports media because little scholarly work exists. They observed that: Although research on audiences has recently expanded, it still remains the least developed domain of mass mediated sport  research. Audience research is extremely important because  it is through process of audience interpretation that mass media  texts become meaningful. (pp. 51‐52) Whannel (1998) also discussed the lack of research on sports media audiences. However, he pointed out that problems and difficulties exist in analyzing audiences effectively. There is no established set of criteria to accurately determine and then verify what a particular media audience is, especially when individual experiences and complexities are taken into account. Even so, Gantz and Wenner have approached audience research with much success. Their focus has been on televised sports, specifically television’s relationship to audience experience and motives for viewing (Gantz & Wenner, 1991, 1995; Wenner & Gantz, 1998). 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 The concept of audience activity forms the foundation of uses and gratifications theory, which is discussed at greater length in the next section.  A controversy existed among communication researchers as to whether an audience is passive or active. The underlying assumption with uses and gratifications theory is that of the active audience. This is the idea that audience members are active in selecting media content based on their needs and consciously decide what media messages they want to consume. This dispute between uses and gratifications researchers and traditional media effects researchers brought up the provocative question of whether or not audience members are truly active, or if media does influence a passive audience as cultivation theory suggests. Levy and Windahl (1985) developed a typology of audience activity that is made up of selectivity, involvement, and utility. They believed that “understanding the activity‐gratifications nexus holds great promise for increasing our knowledge about the role of mass communication in human life” (p.122).  
Sports Fandom To properly evaluate the sports media audience, it is important to determine the audience, as well as distinguish between nonfans, casual fans, and avid fans. McPherson, Curtis, and Loy (1989) identified notable characteristics in sports fans. These included investing time and money into sport; being knowledgeable of athletes, statistics, and game strategies; feeling emotionally connected to a 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particular player or team; allowing the outcome of a sporting event to affect mood; talking about sports with others on a regular basis; and scheduling leisure time around sporting events. Gantz and Wenner (1995) described fans as “having a qualitatively different, deeper, and more textured set of expectations and responses than nonfans” (p.57). They found that fans tended to engage in pregame behaviors in preparation for a game, such as reading about the matchup and listening to commentary or predictions. Fans also seemed more invested, responsive, expressive, and emotionally involved during a game than nonfans. These observations by Gantz and Wenner (1995) showed that “fanship clearly points to an active, participatory audience” (p. 58). Other factors that could be used to measure fandom might be: attending live contests, owning season tickets, donating money to a team, spending money on sports memorabilia and merchandise, playing fantasy sports, and placing bets on games. Real and Mechikoff (1992) compared the relationship between a sports fan and a sporting event to that of a “ritual participant acting out a mythic celebration” (p. 323). This ritual identification of sports fans has been explored in other research as well. Eastman and Riggs (1994) conducted a study on the rituals of sports fans while watching sports on television, and they separated their findings into five definitive ritualistic behaviors: membership, participation, connection, reassurance, and influence. Membership would include wearing team colors and fan clothing; participation would include vocally rooting on a team to feel involved; connection 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would include identifying oneself with a particular “favored” team and associating with others who root for the same team; reassurance would include engaging in security‐seeking rituals, such as eating the same food items during each game; and influence would include good‐luck charms and superstitious activities that are believed to change the outcome of a game.  These behaviors and characteristics of sports fandom distinguish the differences among types of fans, which could be useful in determining to what extent college football fans use online message boards in comparison with more traditional media outlets. It could be that avid fans are more likely to use the media in much greater depth than nonfans and casual fans, who might only utilize one or two mediums for sports content.  
Uses and Gratifications Applying the uses and gratifications model to the sports media audience’s use of different media outlets could fill an undeniable gap in sports journalism research, as Bulla (2008) pointed out. Rayburn (1996) said the theory “offers a way to determine why, how, and for what reasons people choose to seek out and use media” (p. 158). Besides usage, the theory also examines gratifications sought and gratifications obtained. The basis of the theory is that media consumers play an active role in the communication process by choosing the media that fulfill their needs. It asks the question, “What do people do with media?” instead of “What do 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media do to people?” Furthermore, Rubin (2002) defined media audiences  “as variably active communicators, rather than passive recipients of messages”  (pp. 525‐526). Uses and gratifications theory has grown into an effective way to measure how people use media and what they get out of it.  Uses and gratifications studies were first explored in the 1940s. One early researcher was Herzog (1940, 1944), who studied radio quiz programs and daytime radio soap operas. The early methods of research tended to be descriptive and qualitative in nature as the theory was being developed (Katz, Blumler, & Gurevitch, 1973‐74; Rayburn, 1996; Ruggiero, 2000). There was an increase of uses and gratifications studies in the 1950s, which was likely brought about by television reaching its golden age (Rayburn, 1996). Similarly, the Internet’s continued emergence as a mass communication tool in the 21st century has allowed researchers to apply the theory to this newer medium. By doing so, researchers can start to understand why individuals use the Internet in certain ways, determine what they get out of it, and reveal the implications of their interaction with it. Rayburn (1996) noted that typological research has been central to uses and gratifications, especially in its early formation. Typological studies still are used in current applications of the theory as new technologies and channels of communication are developed because they are particularly useful in determining the types of motivations for using new media. The scope of uses and gratifications theory is evident in the wide range of media that has been studied under this 
   9 
approach. Although the majority seems to have focused on television, a considerable amount of research has been conducted within all of the different media outlets and in various media content based on uses and gratifications theory.  Key proponents of the theory during its revival in the 1970s were Katz, Blumler, and Gurevitch, who set the framework for how the theory is used today. 
The Uses of Mass Communications: Current Perspectives on Gratifications Research (1974), edited by Blumler and Katz, is seen as the landmark publication for uses and gratifications by many of the theory’s researchers (Palmgreen, Wenner, & Rosengren, 1985; Rayburn, 1996). In fact, uses and gratifications studies increased once again after its publication. Katz et al. (1974) indentified the focus of uses and gratifications as:  (1) the social and psychological origins of (2) needs, which  generate (3) expectations of (4) the mass media or other sources, which lead to (5) differential patterns of media exposure (or engagement in other activities), resulting in (6) need gratifications and (7) other consequences, perhaps mostly unintended ones. (p. 20)  Katz et al. (1974) went on to describe some assumptions of a uses and gratifications model. These included: Media users are active, and their use is goal‐oriented; linking gratification with medium choice is done by the user; media compete for users’ need satisfaction; users have enough self‐awareness of their media use to be able to provide researchers with information on that use; and the value of media content can be assessed by the user. 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Kinkema and Harris (1998) observed that uses and gratifications, when applied to research on the sports media audience, “has generally focused on the factors that motivate audience consumption and enjoyment of mediated sports”  (p. 48). In conjunction with focusing on these motivations, research on college football fans’ uses and gratifications of online message boards could potentially provide valuable results that have yet to be discovered. After their exploratory study of the perceived benefits of online message boards and their impact on other media, James, Wotring, and Forrest (1995) called for a “more thorough, quantitative examination [of message boards] through tested theoretical concepts, such as the uses and gratifications approach” (p. 44). They added that: The uses and gratifications approach, which is functional in looking  to which needs are sought and gratified by a medium, could provide an explanation and course of research for explaining the results of  the typology of uses. Because of the active nature of the audience, … this perspective is a prime candidate for research on bulletin board use. (p. 47) According to Rayburn (1996), the most heavily researched effect variable within uses and gratifications studies is probably media dependency, which is how much a person would miss a certain medium if it were no longer available. Strengths of uses and gratifications are that it has proven to integrate well with other theories and it is especially useful in evaluating new media — both of which apply to this study. These strengths will be discussed further in the remaining sections of this chapter. However, the theory has been criticized by those who believe it lacks a theoretical basis, suffers tautological weaknesses, and contains conceptual problems 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(Rayburn, 1996). Another criticism of uses and gratifications is that it is too individualistic, which makes it hard to explain or predict beyond the individuals being studied (Ruggiero, 2000). Regardless of the censure against the theory, it has proven to be a viable option for the study of media audiences.  
Complementarity versus Displacement With the growth of new media, college football fans are presented with alternative outlets of communication that either work in congruence with or compete with traditional media. A central question emerges then as to whether the Internet is acting as a supplement to newspapers, magazines, radio, and television, or if it is actually taking the place of these more traditional forms of media. Williams, Phillips, and Lum (1985) pointed out that expanded choice in media can lead to individuals altering their use of media, either by using new media in a complementary fashion or by substituting it in for old media. To further understand how college football fans use the online message boards segment of the Internet, it is necessary to explore the ideas behind media complementarity theory and media displacement theory. Dutta‐Bergman (2004) proposed media complementarity theory after finding that a congruency exists between how a particular media audience consumes both traditional and new media within a specific type of content. His research showed that individuals who have a deep interest in a specific content 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domain are loyal to the content and use a wide range of media to satisfy their need for it. In the case of sports then, avid fans will utilize the different media outlets available to them at any given time to optimize their resources and find the sports information they are seeking. One of the research hypotheses for Dutta‐Bergman’s (2004) study was: “Users of online sports news are more likely to consume sports news on traditional media than nonusers” (p. 49). The results showed support for this hypothesis. Furthermore, Tian and Robinson (2008) tested media complementarity in relation to health information seeking, and their results provided strong evidence in support of the theory. Stempel et al. (2000) used results from two surveys during a four‐year time span to compare media use across different media outlets. They found that Internet use increased while the use of most traditional media decreased during this time. It might seem as if the Internet was responsible for this decline, but the researchers concluded otherwise. In actuality, they found that Internet news, radio news, and newspapers have a complementary relationship. For the present study on college football fans, media complementarity would describe how different media outlets might effectively work together for the needs gratification of these fans. For instance, do college football fans utilize online message boards to fill gaps in information they get from traditional media? Owing to the fact that media complementarity theory takes an alternative approach to competition‐based media displacement theory or media substitution theory, Dutta‐Bergman (2004) asserted that “exploring alternative 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theoretical approaches is pivotal to the development of a more complete understanding of the relationship between traditional and new media” (p. 42). Media displacement theory argues that media compete, not work together. It is the belief that when a new medium of communication is used by an individual, it will reduce the amount of time that individual spends with other forms of media (Kayany & Yelsma, 2000). However, they noted that studies based on this theory have not yet produced consistent results to support it. In one such study, Kaye and Johnson (2003) found that trends indicate Internet users who have changed their media patterns with the growth of new media “are abandoning traditional media at a much greater rate than they are increasing their use” (p. 271). In another study on the Internet, Dimmick et al. (2004) reported an obvious competitive displacement for each traditional medium (television, newspaper, cable, and radio), with the largest effects happening in television and newspapers.  
Sports Journalism and the Internet   The advent of the Internet has forever altered the way news and information are presented and accessed, and it has affected sports journalism in a big way. Virtually any answer to any sports question can be found somewhere on the World Wide Web, and it just takes a few clicks for sports fans to retrieve it. Fans can even monitor the play‐by‐play of a game they are not able to watch live, and in some cases, they can watch a live stream of a game online. The Internet invites users to 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comment on stories, maintain their own blogs, participate on message boards, and interact in a more engaging way than was ever possible with traditional media. Furthermore, the Internet has opened up more possibilities in terms of audience research, which makes the case that uses and gratifications studies are even more relevant and necessary. Despite the criticisms of uses and gratifications, Ruggiero (2000), an advocate for the theory’s continued use into the 21st century, defended its legitimacy and argued that “as new technologies present people with more and more media choices, motivation and satisfaction become even more crucial components of audience analysis” (p. 14). It is evident that empirical studies would be beneficial in showing how college football fans use online message boards, their motivations for doing so, and their gratifications from this medium. New communication technologies allow researchers to explore new media and offer a fresh perspective on the relationship between uses and gratifications  (Williams et al., 1985). With the Internet comes demassification, which Ruggiero (2000) defined as a media user’s capability of selecting content from a wide range of media outlets. Flanagin and Metzger (2001) claimed a gap exists as to why audience members choose to use the Internet along with other forms of media. This further identifies the need for research on what motivates college football fans to select the Internet to fulfill their needs: Although people have many options when selecting communications media, only a small portion of media choice explanations considers 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the range of media options users have available to them at any particular time. The uses and gratifications approach to the study of media use offers some insight into the reasons that people choose a specific medium over alternative channels of communication. However, this insight is limited by the fact that studies comparing gratifications across a variety of communications media are somewhat rare. (p. 154) By examining a specific segment of the Internet in online message boards used by college football fans, research into these uncharted waters could provide a foundation for future studies of the sports audience and its selection of online media.   To reiterate the importance of this research, Pavlik (2004) stated that one of the key relationships journalists most rely on is the relationship with their audience. Convergence, defined as “the integration of media forms in a digital environment” (p. 21), is greatly reshaping the journalist‐audience relationship. More and more journalists are interacting with their audiences via “meaningful communication”  (p. 26) through e‐mail, chat rooms, and message boards. This most definitely applies to sports journalists with the rise of online message boards. It is rare for a professional or collegiate sports team not to have a message board dedicated to representing the voice of the fan. Many journalists are members of these message boards where they can monitor the thoughts of college football fans and get leads to information they can follow‐up on. The ability to engage interactively on the Internet is what most separates it from traditional forms of media, and journalists are starting to use this to their advantage. Because the journalist‐audience 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relationship is of such value now, it adds to the importance of determining how college football fans use online message boards so sports journalists can satisfy their audience’s needs in the most appropriate way. Boyle (2006) pointed out that sports fans generate quite a bit of their own material for the Web, whether it be in the form of original content, comments, or posts in discussion forums. However, it is no secret that not all content on the Web is reliable and based on fact, so sports fans have the ability to rely on a range of sources to form a complete account of news. In the case of the Brett Favre saga during the summer of 2008 (when the Green Bay Packers quarterback decided to return to football after announcing his retirement a few months earlier), media outlets often showed conflicting accounts of the latest breaking news. Unnamed sources “close to the situation” became the primary sources of information; reported information, which should first be fact‐checked for accuracy, was constantly changing and contradicting itself. As Boyle (2006) observed, “It remains the case that sports fans require various types of information, and will use different media at the appropriate times to access it” (p. 142).   To put the combination of sports and the Internet into perspective, McDaniel and Sullivan (1998) defined the term “cybersport” as a phenomena involving “online computing, with interactive multimedia capabilities that transcend the arguably more passive audience experience with traditional media” (p. 266). Cybersport truly allows for audience interactivity on the World Wide Web. 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College football fans have the ability to participate in discussion forums and play fantasy sports games. Traditional media now have their own websites, as do sports teams and sports organizations. It is also worth noting that a growing number of college programs are building their own online news services and interactive media platforms in an effort to directly reach the fans. As seen with audience studies on traditional sports media, McDaniel and Sullivan (1998) expressed a difficulty in studying new media sports audiences as well. Key problems mentioned are that “the content, technology, and usage patterns are never static” and “the nature and availability of Web content, as well as the technology (and quite possibly the make‐up of its audience) are constantly changing” (p. 280). A question is then, how many college football fans rely solely on the constantly changing and frequently updated Internet as their main source of information?   In evaluating the impact of new media, Ahlers (2006) determined in his study on the hypothesized shift of news consumption from traditional media to online media that two‐thirds of adults in the United States actually have not migrated to online news and do not intend to. The study found that consumers of online news use it as a supplement to traditional media rather than a substitute. Based on the study, sports fans would not rely solely on online message boards for sports information, but instead they would use it in addition to newspapers and television, for instance. This study will test whether this holds true for college football fans specifically. However, Ahlers pointed out that there is a generation gap 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in media, which will be a future concern for the news industry when the Internet‐savvy youth of today become the adults of tomorrow.   In terms of information seeking, Beck and Bosshart (2003) posited that with the “almost unlimited memory capacity of the World Wide Web … the new medium may be used as a sports encyclopedia” (p. 14). This suggests that sports fans use the Internet for finding information such as statistics, box scores, background information, and trivial facts to achieve a gratification. Flanagin and Metzger (2001) found that “media once considered to be low in social presence and need gratification now appear to be considered rich multi‐function channels, capable of most tasks once provided only by more traditional media” (p. 175). Based on this, it seems the Internet is fulfilling needs more now than ever before. 
 
Online Message Boards An online message board is essentially an Internet‐based discussion forum where people with similar interests can gather in a virtual space. Message board users can individually start topics, or threads, within the online forum. Other users can then contribute a message, or post, within that thread. These posts are visible to any member of the forum. As a new post is added to a thread, generally that thread moves to the top of the list underneath the “pinned” threads. Pinned threads are put there by an administrator of the website and stay at the top of the list until an administrator removes them. Older threads where activity has stopped eventually 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fall off the message board as new threads are started. Online message boards are also referred to as discussion boards and electronic bulletin boards in the literature. They usually have a specialized focus, such as a college football team in this instance. James et al. (1995) asserted, “This specialization enables a rich education in almost any particular area, and may allow one to stay abreast of developments in that field” (p. 42). To delve into the uses of electronic bulletin boards, James et al. (1995) conducted an online survey with users of CompuServe’s and Prodigy’s bulletin board services. A content analysis on the responses to open‐ended questions about use resulted in the emergence of 58 distinct usage categories. From there, the researchers developed a typology of five uses for electronic bulletin boards: information/education, socialization, communication medium appeal, business, and entertainment/interest. The most prevalent use reported was information/education; the least reported was entertainment/interest. A limitation of their study was that it only focused on active users who frequently posted, but this ignored “lurkers” who read the boards but do not regularly contribute posts. James et al. (1995) also explored the effect electronic bulletin boards had on other media use. They discovered that electronic bulletin boards caused a displacement in watching television, reading books, talking on the telephone, and writing letters.  The present study also focuses on changes in media habits caused by online message boards. 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Guided by the uses and gratifications approach, Rafaeli (1986) conducted an early study on message boards that focused on an electronic bulletin board used by students, faculty, and staff at a university. He emphasized that because a message board is in fact “a mass medium, it should be studied as such, utilizing the theory (and some of the methods) developed in studying traditional mass media,” such as uses and gratifications (p. 124). The motivations for using the board were recreation/entertainment, diversion, to learn what others think/surveillance, controversial content, and a community link.  Although James et al. (1995) found entertainment to be the least reported use, Rafaeli (1986) found it to be the most reported. This discrepancy might be explained by the different natures of the message boards. Also different from the study by James et al. (1995) is that Rafaeli (1986) sent his questionnaire to both active and passive users. He found that the two types did not differ on their motivations for using the message board. Rafaeli (1986) adamantly concluded that electronic bulletin boards should be treated as a mass media in future research and that the uses and gratifications approach is the appropriate theoretical framework for studying them. Garramone, Harris, and Anderson (1986) investigated the motivations and satisfactions of using a political bulletin board. Motivation categories included surveillance, knowledge of others’ opinions, expression of own opinion, interaction with others, entertainment, and curiosity. Ultimately, surveillance stayed its own 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category, and the other motivations were collapsed into the categories of personal identity and diversion. Surveillance and curiosity were the most reported motivations.  
Research Questions After reviewing the relevant literature on the sports media audience, sports fandom, the proposed application of theories, the Internet’s impact on sports journalism, and online message boards, the following research questions will be examined in this study: 
RQ1: How do college football fans use online message boards? 
 
RQ2: What motivations (gratifications sought) do college football fans 
have for using online message boards? 
 
RQ3: Are online message boards complementing or displacing 
traditional media for college football fans? These three research questions will serve as the core questions that will be answered through this study. Beyond these questions, the researcher will also answer questions of satisfaction (gratification obtained), credibility, media dependency, sports fandom, and potential variances in demographic information. The literature pointed to a clear need to evaluate the way sports fans use media, their motivations for doing so, and the gratifications they get. The commercialization and commodification of sports has turned it into a big business, both in the United States and internationally. The popularity of sports is not dying 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out; in fact, Super Bowl XLIV in February 2010 became the most‐watched television program in history with an average audience of 106.5 million U.S. viewers  (Nielsen, 2010). Yet, sports media is not a prominent area of study within mass communication research. The researcher expects that by applying uses and gratifications theory to a segment of the sports media audience, this study will fill a gap and lead the way for future research. 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CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY   
Survey Research Methods To answer the research questions presented in the previous chapter, this study used a Web‐based, cross‐sectional survey to explore how college football fans use online message boards, what their motivations are for using them, and whether online message boards are taking the place of traditional media for college football fans or working as a supplement to traditional media. Choosing to conduct an online survey ensured that all of the respondents were at least semi‐active participants of their respective message boards because they would have had to sign in during the time the survey was posted to participate. By signing in, respondents demonstrated an initiative to use the medium in some capacity to fulfill their needs in relation to their favorite college football team. In addition, Sue and Ritter (2007) pointed out that “online surveys are an effective way to gather information quickly and relatively inexpensively from a large geographic region” (p. 9). Online survey research also has numerous advantages such as quick turnaround time, low costs, direct data entry, fewer geographic constraints, and the ability to achieve large samples. (Stacks, 2002; Sue & Ritter, 2007; Wimmer & Dominick, 2006). Furthermore, surveys have higher external validity because respondents are able to complete surveys in their own environment at their own pace. The most important 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disadvantage to survey research, according to Wimmer & Domminick (2006), is that causality is difficult to establish without being able to manipulate independent variables. However, surveys allow researchers to look at more than one independent variable at the same time, and variables can be measured many ways.  
Sampling This study employed purposive nonprobability sampling of college football fans who are members of selected online message boards. Purposive sampling is the technique of choosing a group of participants based on the focus of the study and the researcher’s familiarity with the population (Stacks, 2002). Although probability sampling is preferred, purposive nonprobability sampling can be appropriate for studying “a small subset of a larger population in which many members of the subset are easily identified but the enumeration of all is nearly impossible”  (Babbie, 1990, p. 97). Based on the researcher’s knowledge of college football and team‐specific online message boards, four message boards were selected for this subset. The researcher found this to be the most effective way to procure a sample that best represents the population of college football fans who are online message board users. Although generalizability to sports fans as a whole will not be possible due to the sampling procedure, this study might identify attributes of a larger group of college football fans based on the responses of this select group of individuals 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(Creswell, 2009). Nonprobability samples also can be acceptable for exploratory research (Sue & Ritter, 2007), which describes the nature of this study.  In order to determine the appropriate sample size for this study, the researcher turned to the recommendation of Wimmer and Dominick (2006).  As they pointed out: Multivariate studies always require larger samples than do univariate studies because they involve analyzing multiple response data (several measurements on the same subject). One guideline recommended for multivariate studies is as follows: 50 = very poor; 100 = poor;  200 = fair; 300 = good; 500 = very good; 1,000 = excellent. (p. 101) Responses to the survey totaled 1,007. After the data cleaning process, 10 responses were excluded from the analysis due to obvious data entry errors, perhaps Internet glitches, on the part of participants (e.g., duplicate IP addresses where the first survey was not completed or duplicate IP addresses where the surveys were identical). Two additional responses were excluded from analysis because of extreme or unrealistic values in either direction. The final sample size of 995 respondents was deemed excellent based on Wimmer and Dominick's (2006) guideline.  
Procedures A link to the survey was posted to four selected message boards in the Rivals.com network. According to the About Us section on its website, “Rivals.com is the most respected name in team‐specific college sports coverage and the country's 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No. 1 authority on college football and basketball recruiting” (Rivals.com, 2009). Each team site features message boards, community tools, and local experts who provide exclusive content for members. Because the Rivals.com network requires a subscription fee, it is representative of fans of a college team who are dedicated enough that they are willing to pay a premium for information. A monthly membership costs $9.95 and is billed to the member’s credit card. Fans also have the option of signing up for an annual membership, which gives them a savings of almost $20 and costs $99.95. After selecting their favorite college team, members are allowed full access to that team’s website. By posting the survey link to message boards in the Rivals.com network, members of the team‐specific websites might be more motivated to take the survey because they have an obvious interest in the topic (Sue & Ritter, 2007). The researcher chose four message boards to participate in the study based on a number of factors to ensure diversity of teams selected (see Table 1). The first consideration was winning percentage. Out of the 120 Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS, formally Division I‐A) teams ranked by the NCAA (2009) in its All‐Time Team Won‐Lost Records list, only those with a winning percentage above .500 were considered for this study. A second consideration was the Bowl Championship Series. Only the six major conferences that receive automatic bids to BCS bowl games were considered. These steps were taken in order to achieve the most relevant sample of devoted college football fans. A final consideration was location. 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The researcher chose teams that are located in different geographic regions. The four teams chosen were Penn State University, ranked in the Top 15 on the all‐time list; Arizona State University, ranked in the Top 30; Texas Tech University, ranked in the Top 60; and the University of Iowa, ranked in the Top 75.  
TABLE 1  Information about Teams Chosen for Analysis   University      Location    Rivals.com Website    All‐Time Winning %    Penn State      State College, PA  BlueWhiteIllustrated.com  .689 (Top 15) Arizona State      Tempe, AZ    ASUDevils.com     .617 (Top 30)   Texas Tech      Lubbock, TX    RedRaiderSports.com    .561 (Top 60) Iowa        Iowa City, IA   HawkeyeReport.com    .526 (Top 75)   
Note: Winning percentages reported from Football Bowl Subdivision Records, Official 2009 NCAA Division I 
Football Records Book (p. 70), by National Collegiate Athletic Association, 2009, retrieved from http://web1.ncaa.org/web_files/stats/football_records/DI/2009/2009FBS.pdf   After obtaining permission from a moderator of each chosen website, the survey link was posted on each of the four message boards around the time of National Signing Day, when high school football players send in a Letter of Intent to the college football program they are committing to. National Signing Day was February 3, 2010. During this time, members of the selected message boards were eligible to take the survey, which was available for 10 days from January 28, 2010, to February 6, 2010. The researcher requested that each website’s publisher “pin” the survey link at the top of the message board. This allowed the survey to remain 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visible and not move down the board every time a new discussion topic was posted or updated. Because the main focus of Rivals.com is recruiting, posting the survey during this time period helped to ensure responses from avid fans of the program who care about future players. Furthermore, activity on these message boards tends to be higher surrounding anticipated events, such as National Signing Day, which  led to a higher response rate.  
 
Survey Instrument The self‐administered questionnaire used for this study was created through SurveyMonkey.com, a popular Web‐based survey host. Participants were able to self‐select into the sample. The 56‐item questionnaire was made up of closed‐ended questions that were in either multiple choice or Likert scale format. For response categories, the survey used radio buttons that only allowed respondents to select one answer choice for each question. The survey was nine pages in length and included a progress bar to help participants identify what percentage of the survey they had completed. Each survey took approximately 15 minutes to complete. Once participants clicked on the link, they were introduced to the survey by a welcome screen with the informed consent form (see Appendix A). This form detailed the purpose of the survey, that participation was voluntary, confidentiality, how the data will be used, contact information, risks, and benefits. The questions remained the same in each version of the survey (see Appendix B), but each version 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was personalized to the particular university to which it corresponded. As an example, [UNIVERSITY] was changed to Texas Tech, [TEAM NAME] was changed to Red Raiders, and [MESSAGE BOARD] was changed to RedRaiderSports.com in the survey directed to the college football fans who are members of Texas Tech’s website on the Rivals.com network.  Survey respondents were not forced to answer every question to continue on to the next page. There is a likelihood of respondents abandoning a survey if they are forced to answer every question (Sue & Ritter, 2007), so they were given the option to skip a question if they chose to do so. Respondents were able to navigate through the survey using Previous and Next buttons until it was submitted. Upon exiting the survey, they were not able to re‐enter.  
Operationalization and Measurement of Variables In their study that tested media complementarity theory, Tian and Robinson (2008) found that “the level of interest in a topic issue appears to be the motivating force behind media usage” (p. 189). For this study, online message boards are team‐specific discussion forums on the Rivals.com network, and the fans who pay for membership to a specific website on the network are assumed to be dedicated to that particular team. Their favorite college football team, or the one with which they most closely associate, will be the one they are a member of on the Rivals.com network. The survey was divided into the following parts: patterns of use, 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motivations, complementarity versus displacement, attitudes, sports fandom, and demographic information.  To answer RQ1, the first part of the survey focused on patterns of use. To reflect how college football fans use online message boards, respondents were asked to answer eight items. These included the total number of hours spent on the website in a typical week, how long they have been members, how many posts they have contributed, what percentage of posts they read by both other members and administrators, and the time of day they usually access the website. Although problems with recall sometimes exist with self‐report, the responses to length of membership and total post count are expected to be highly accurate because that particular information appears right next to a member’s user name when he or she posts a message. On a five‐point scale where 1 = Never and 5 = Always, respondents also were asked how frequently they access the message board before, after, and during a football game. The frequency distributions and valid percentages were reported for the items representing patterns of use. Papacharissi and Rubin (2002) defined motives as “general dispositions that influence people’s actions taken to fulfill a need or want” (p. 179). Motivation‐related items were derived from previous studies on message boards and electronic bulletin boards (Garramone et al., 1986; James et al., 1995; Rafaeli, 1986). Some items were revised to better fit this study, deleted if irrelevant to this study, and regrouped into categories that were more representative of this study. To answer 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RQ2, the eight motivation categories selected were surveillance, curiosity, socialization, community, support, medium appeal, entertainment, and diversion. Support was a new motivation added specifically for this study. Respondents were asked to indicated their level of agreement with each item on a five‐point scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. Each motivation was measured by three to four items for a total of 26 items. The items were subjected to data reduction through factor analysis followed by a reliability analysis to construct indexes. Because it is difficult for a single question to thoroughly represent a complex variable, constructing indexes helps to arrive at a more complete and accurate assessment while also providing greater explanatory power in data analysis (Babbie, 1990). Bivariate correlation analyses and multiple regression analyses were conducted between the new motivation variables and the questions, “In a typical week, how many total hours do you spend on [MESSAGE BOARD]?” and “Since you became a member of [MESSAGE BOARD], how many posts have you contributed?” under patterns of use. The results show which motivations correlate with time spent on the site and number of posts, as well as which are significant predictors of how long message board users typically spend on the site and how many posts they have contributed. To answer RQ3, complementarity versus displacement was measured by eight items. On a five‐point scale where 1 = a lot less than and 5 = a lot more than, respondents were asked whether they follow their favorite college football team 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more or less since they started using the message board and whether the time they spend on the message board is more or less than the time they spend with more traditional forms of media concerning their favorite college football team. Respondents were then asked more specifically whether the time they spend on the message board is more or less than the time they spend with newspaper articles, magazine articles, radio programs, and television programs concerning their favorite college football team. Single‐sample t‐tests were used to determine if college football fans are spending significantly more time on the message boards than they are with traditional media. On a five‐point scale where 1 = Strongly 
Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree, participants were asked if the message board is the first place they go for breaking news and if the message board helps to fill gaps in content found in traditional media outlets. One question each explored attitudes on satisfaction (gratification obtained), credibility, and dependency. Satisfaction (“How satisfied are you with your membership to [MESSAGE BOARD]?”) was measured on a five‐point scale where  1 = Not at all satisfied and 5 = Very much satisfied. Credibility (“How credible do you find the information provided by the administrators on [MESSAGE BOARD]?”) was measured on a five‐point scale where 1 = Not at all credible and 5 = Always credible. Dependency (“How much would you miss [MESSAGE BOARD] if it were no longer available?”) was measured on a five‐point scale where 1 = Not at all and  5 = Very much. 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Sports fandom was gauged by six questions.  On a five‐point scale where  1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree, respondents were asked whether they possess an above‐average knowledge of information related to their favorite college football team and whether they experience an emotional connection to their favorite college football team. They also were asked about how many home and away football games they attend in a typical year, how much money they spend on university‐related merchandise in a typical year, and whether they have donated money to the athletic program in the past two years. The frequency distributions and valid percentages were reported for the items representing fandom. Finally, respondents answered five demographic items. These were age, gender, education, university affiliation, and annual household income. Of particular interest is age because younger college football fans might have only used the Internet exclusively or have very little experience with newspapers, for instance. It will be important to see if and how results differ between a younger and older generation of college football fans. In addition, demographic characteristics will be compared to use and motivations to see where variances might exist. 
 
Statistical Analysis and Assumptions    The survey data were analyzed through statistical tests using the statistical computer program PASW Statistics 18. The data were subject to descriptive statistics, factor analyses, reliability analyses, bivariate correlations, multiple 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regressions, and single‐sample t‐tests. To adhere to common practice in mass media research, the statistical significance was set at a .05 alpha level. To acknowledge different levels, findings with a significance level of p < .05 were recognized with one asterisk, findings with a significance level of p < .01 were recognized with two asterisks, and findings with a significance level of p < .001 were recognized with three asterisks. Wimmer and Dominick (2006) noted that “one‐tail tests are used when researchers have more knowledge of the area and are able to more accurately predict the outcome of the study” (pp. 283‐284). Because two‐tail tests do not predict a direction and are typically used when little is known about the potential outcomes, they were more appropriate for this study. 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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS   
Participant Demographics    Of the 995 total survey responses analyzed, more than half (54.2%) of the participants who indicated their age ranges were 25 to 44 (see Table 2). A much greater number of men than women were expected to participate in this study given the nature of the topic, but an overwhelming majority (97.0%) was male (see  Table 3). The sample consisted highly of college‐educated respondents with all but 2.5% reporting they have completed some college education. More than three‐fourths (78.4%) reported having at least a bachelor’s degree (see Table 4).  
TABLE 2  Demographic Information: Age   Age              Count          Valid %   18 to 24          85            9.2 25 to 34            290          31.3 35 to 44            212          22.9 45 to 54            153          16.5 55 to 64            121          13.1 65 or older              66            7.1   
Note: N = 927. Percentages are minus missing values and might not equal 100% due to rounding. 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TABLE 3  Demographic Information: Gender   Gender             Count          Valid %   Male          902          97.0 Female               28            3.0   
Note: N = 930. Percentages are minus missing values and might not equal 100% due to rounding.  
TABLE 4  Demographic Information: Education   Education          Count        Valid %   Grade school              3            .3 High school diploma          20          2.2 Some college          140        15.1 Associate’s degree          38          4.1 Bachelor’s degree        415        44.6 Some graduate or professional school      92          9.9 Graduate or professional degree    222        23.9   
Note: N = 930. Percentages are minus missing values and might not equal 100% due to rounding.  Respondents were also asked about their educational connection to the university with which they are affiliated. More than half (53.0%) indicated that, including themselves, 1 to 2 members of their families were either graduates or are current students of the university. Interestingly, 20.3% indicated that neither they nor anyone in their families have attended the university affiliated with the message 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board to which they subscribe (see Table 5). Also interesting is the fact that nearly half (47.4%) of the message board users who indicated their incomes reported an annual household income of more than $100,000. The mean income (M = 3.98,  SD = 1.18) was $75,001 to $100,000 (see Table 6).   
TABLE 5  Demographic Information: Affiliation   Affiliation            Count          Valid %   0          189          20.3 1 to 2              493          53.0 3 to 4          163          17.5 5 or more              86            9.2   
Note: N = 931. Percentages are minus missing values and might not equal 100% due to rounding. 
 
TABLE 6  Demographic Information: Income   Income           Count        Valid %   $25,000 or less per year        34          3.7 $25,001 to $50,000          94        10.2 $50,001 to $75,000        161        17.5 $75,001 to $100,000        195        21.2 $100,001 or more per year      437        47.4   
Note: N = 921. Percentages are minus missing values and might not equal 100% due to rounding. 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Sports Fandom On a five‐point scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree, 93.9% of the participants indicated that they agree or strongly agree to possessing an above‐average knowledge of information related to their favorite college football team (N = 931, M = 4.49, SD = .66). Using the same five‐point scale, 89.1% indicated that they agree or strongly agree to experiencing an emotional connection to their favorite college football team (N = 933, M = 4.41, SD = .77). About a third (30.9%) of participants reported that they attend all the home football games in a typical year; the majority (55.8%) of participants reported that they attend some of the away football games in a typical year (see Table 7).   
TABLE 7  Amount of Home Games & Away Games Attended in Typical Year                         Home Games                          Away Games   Games Attended  Count    Valid %     Count    Valid %   None      142    15.4      340    36.5 Some          304    32.9      520    55.8 Half            77      8.3        37      4.0 Most          116    12.5        22      2.4 All          286    30.9        13      1.4   
Note: N = 925 (Home Games), N = 932 (Away Games). Percentages are minus missing values and might not equal  100% due to rounding. 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Spending on university‐related merchandise, such as clothing, hats, and decorations, exceeded $199 for 36.8% of participants (see Table 8). Finally, 60.2% of participants reported that they have donated money to the university athletic program in the past two years, while the remaining 39.8% reported that they did not (see Table 9).  
TABLE 8  Yearly Spending on University­Related Merchandise   Amount Spent            Count          Valid %   $0 – $24          57            6.1 $25 – $49              68            7.3 $50 – $99            152          16.3 $100 – $149            195          20.9 $150 – $199            118          12.6 $200 or more            343          36.8   
Note: N = 933. Percentages are minus missing values and might not equal 100% due to rounding.  
TABLE 9  Donations Made to University Athletic Program in Past Two Years   Donation            Count          Valid %   Yes          561          60.2 No              371          39.8   
Note: N = 932. Percentages are minus missing values and might not equal 100% due to rounding. 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Patterns of Use    RQ1 asked how college football fans use online message boards. All but 5.6% of the participants indicated that they spend at least two hours on the message board in a typical week, with 28.5% of participants indicating they spend 10 hours or more. On average, participants spend between six and eight hours (M = 3.93,  SD = 1.64) per week on the message board (see Table 10). Participants were also asked to choose the time of day when they usually spend the most time on the message board. The most common response was from after 6 p.m. through 10 p.m. (42.2%). Another 33.9% reported spending the most time on the message board during the traditional workday (see Table 11).  
TABLE 10  Total Weekly Hours Spent on Message Board   Time Spent              Count        Valid %   Less than 2 hours          56          5.6 2 hours or more, but less than 4    190        19.2 4 hours or more, but less than 6    189        19.1 6 hours or more, but less than 8    176        17.7 8 hours or more, but less than 10      98          9.9 10 hours or more            283        28.5   
Note: N = 992. Percentages are minus missing values and might not equal 100% due to rounding. 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TABLE 11  Time of Day Users Spend Most Time on Message Boards   Timeframe            Count          Valid %   6:01 a.m. – 10 a.m.      175          17.7 10:01 a.m. – 2 p.m.          198          20.0 2:01 p.m. – 6 p.m.          138          13.9 6:01 p.m. – 10 p.m.          418          42.2 10:01 p.m. – 2 a.m.            56            5.7 2:01 a.m. – 6 p.m.              5              .5   
Note: N = 990. Percentages are minus missing values and might not equal 100% due to rounding.   The majority (70.3%) of participants indicated that they have been members of the message board for one year or more, but less than seven years (see Table 12). Since becoming members of the message board, 25.8% have only contributed 10 or less posts, while 22.2% have contributed more than 1,000 (see Table 13). The majority (56.2%) of message board users reported that they typically read 20 to 59 percent of messages posted by other members. On the other hand, posts by administrators were viewed as much more important. A large majority (69.2%) reported that they typically read 80 to 100 percent of messages posted by administrators of the message board (see Table 14). 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TABLE 12  Length of Message Board Membership   Membership Length            Count        Valid %   Less than 1 year        131        13.2 1 year or more, but less than 4     372        37.5 4 years or more, but less than 7    325        32.8 7 years or more, but less than 10    128        12.9 10 years or more              35          3.5   
Note: N = 991. Percentages are minus missing values and might not equal 100% due to rounding. 
 
TABLE 13  Number of Posts Contributed throughout Membership   Post Count            Count          Valid %   0 – 10          256          25.8 11 – 50             128          12.9 51 – 100              94            9.5 101 – 500            190          19.1 501 – 1,000            105          10.6 1,001 – 5,000            163          16.4 5,001 – 10,000         34            3.4 10,001 or more        24            2.4   
Note: N = 994. Percentages are minus missing values and might not equal 100% due to rounding. 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TABLE 14  Percent of Messages Read                Posted by Other Members              Posted by Administrators   % Read        Count    Valid %     Count    Valid %   0 to 19      164    16.6        26      2.6 20 to 39        321    32.5        29      2.9 40 to 59        234    23.7        59      6.0 60 to 79        177    17.9      191    19.3 80 to 100          91      9.2      684    69.2   
Note: N = 987 (Posted by Other Members), N = 989 (Posted by Administrators). Percentages are minus missing  values and might not equal 100% due to rounding.   Finally, on a five‐point scale where 1 = Never and 5 = Always, more than half (52.9%) of the participants indicated that they always access the message board either before their team’s football game to read pregame notes or after their team’s football game to read postgame analysis. Another 32.5% indicated that they often do the same (N = 987, M = 4.32, SD = .88). The groups were more evenly distributed when it comes to accessing the message board during a game. Using the same five‐point scale, 46.4% of participants indicated that they never or rarely access the message board when they are watching their team play on television, and the remaining 53.5% indicated they sometimes, often, or always access the message board during a game (N = 988, M = 2.70, SD = 1.24). 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Motivations RQ2 asked what motivations (gratifications sought) college football fans have for using online message boards. Responses to the 26 motivation items were subjected to a factor analysis. Factors were extracted from the items using a principal components analysis with direct oblimin rotation. An oblique (e.g., direct oblimin) rotation method was selected because the factors were expected to correlate and not be completely independent of one another. Costello and Osborne (2005) warned that using orthogonal rotation (e.g., Varimax) when factors are correlated could result in a loss of important information. They noted that, when some correlation is expected among factors, “oblique rotation should theoretically render a more accurate, and perhaps more reproducible, solution” (p. 3).  After extraction, only factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were retained. Additionally, according to Stacks (2002), factors with at least two items that load at +/‐ .60 and do not load on other factors greater than +/‐ .40 are “good” factors producing a “clean” dimension (p. 140). Only the items that adhered to Stacks’ criteria were retained. Table 15 shows the factor loadings of the 26 motivation items under their initial eight categories. 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TABLE 15  Rotated Pattern Matrix for Motivations of Message Board Use                                   Factors   Motivation Items                                     1        2        3        4        5        6   
Surveillance I want to get specific information about [UNIVERSITY] football.                  .89 I want to keep up‐to‐date with the latest news about [UNIVERSITY] football.               .88 I want to be educated about [UNIVERSITY] football.                     .72 I want to get quality information from experts of [UNIVERSITY] football.                 .79 
 
Curiosity  I am curious about others’ opinions about [UNIVERSITY] football.                           .83 I am interested in reading opinions that differ from my own.                             .89 I am interested in reading opinions that support my point‐of‐view.                           .78 
 
Socialization I want to communicate with those who share my similar interests.                     .61 I want to express my opinion about [UNIVERSITY] football.                       .68 I want to make friends or meet new people who share my similar interests.                 .72  
Community I enjoy the feeling of belonging to a community of fans with similar interests.              .54 I enjoy providing information or solving problems for those with questions.                .81 I feel like members of [MESSAGE BOARD] support one another when                      .61 personal issues arise.  
Support It allows me to express my support for [UNIVERSITY] football.                      .70 I feel like I am indirectly supporting [UNIVERSITY] football.                       .88 I feel like my support of [UNIVERSITY] football matters.                      .82  
Medium Appeal It is easy and convenient to use.                           ‐.76 It is available at any time of day.                           ‐.68 It allows me to give and get quick feedback.                         .39                 ‐.36 I can communicate with people who are located in other geographic locations.           .62 
 
Entertainment It keeps me entertained.                             ‐.65 It is enjoyable to me.                              ‐.63 Members also communicate about topics other than [UNIVERSITY] football.                .46        ‐.32  
Diversion It helps to pass the time when I am bored.                 ‐.93 It helps to pass the time when I don’t feel like doing anything else.            ‐.95 It gives me something to do when I have some free time.              ‐.87   
Note: A principal components analysis with oblique (direct oblimin) rotation was used. 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Two items did not follow Stacks’ criteria and were dropped from further statistical analysis. These items were “It allows me to give and get quick feedback” under medium appeal and “Members also communicate about topics other than [UNIVERSITY] football” under entertainment. Furthermore, the analysis yielded six factors rather than the eight that were expected to emerge. The surveillance, curiosity, support, and diversion motivation items loaded as expected. All of the socialization and community items loaded together on a single factor along with one item originally designated under medium appeal (“I can communicate with people who are located in other geographic regions”). The remaining two items representing medium appeal (“It is easy and convenient to use” and “It is available at any time of day”) loaded together on the same factor as the remaining two items representing entertainment (“It keeps me entertained” and “It is enjoyable to me”). The new factors were renamed interpersonal utility and appeal, respectively. To test the reliability of the six factors, Cronbach’s alpha was used. Cronbach’s alpha is a reliability coefficient that assesses the internal consistency of a measure by examining the relationship between all items in an index and determining whether they are all positively related. According to Stacks (2002), “In general, good reliability estimates are coefficients of .70 or higher. Great reliability estimates are coefficients of .80 or higher. Excellent reliability estimates are coefficients of .90 or higher” (p. 132). Reliability analyses on the factors showed great estimates of internal consistency based on Stacks’ guidelines. Table 16 shows the descriptive statistics and factor analysis results for the six motivation variables. 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TABLE 16  Descriptive Statistics & Factor Analysis Results for Motivation Variables   Motivation Variables (Eigenvalue)                                 M           SD        Variance     α   
1. Interpersonal Utility (9.15) I want to communicate with those who share my similar interests.    3.49  1.07 I want to express my opinion about [UNIVERSITY] football.      3.35  1.11 I want to make friends or meet new people who share my similar interests.  2.69  1.11 I enjoy the feeling of belonging to a community of fans with similar interests.  3.58  1.11  35.2%          .88 I enjoy providing information or solving problems for those with questions.           3.25         1.10 I feel like members of [MESSAGE BOARD] support one another when     3.49  1.11 personal issues arise. I can communicate with people who are located in other geographic locations.         3.58      1.11 
 
2. Surveillance (2.99) I want to get specific information about [UNIVERSITY] football.     4.84    .48                I want to keep up‐to‐date with the latest news about [UNIVERSITY] football.  4.88    .44             11.5%          .83 I want to be educated about [UNIVERSITY] football.        4.54    .78     I want to get quality information from experts of [UNIVERSITY] football.    4.63    .70                
 
3. Diversion (2.03) It helps to pass the time when I am bored.         4.22    .91   It helps to pass the time when I don’t feel like doing anything else.    4.16    .95     7.8%          .93   It gives me something to do when I have some free time.      4.27    .82   
 
4. Curiosity (1.50) I am curious about others’ opinions about [UNIVERSITY] football.    3.88    .91    I am interested in reading opinions that differ from my own.      3.70    .94    5.8%                 .84 I am interested in reading opinions that support my point‐of‐view.    3.59    .92    
5. Appeal (1.15) It is easy and convenient to use.          4.51    .67     It is available at any time of day.          4.64    .58    4.4%          .84 It keeps me entertained.            4.53    .65   It is enjoyable to me.             4.62    .60   
 
6. Support (1.05) It allows me to express my support for [UNIVERSITY] football.      3.87  1.00   I feel like I am indirectly supporting [UNIVERSITY] football.       3.67  1.01    4.1%          .82 I feel like my support of [UNIVERSITY] football matters.      3.82  1.01       
Note: The factor solution accounted for 68.8% of the total variance.  All items were answered on a five‐point Likert scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree 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Factor 1, interpersonal utility (eigenvalue = 9.15, α = .88), consisted of seven items and accounted for 35.2% of the total variance. Factor 2, surveillance (eigenvalue = 2.99, α = .83), consisted of four items that explained 11.5% of the total variance. Factor 3, diversion (eigenvalue = 2.03, α = .93), consisted of three items that explained 7.8% of the total variance. Factor 4, curiosity (eigenvalue = 1.50,  
α = .84), consisted of three items that explained 5.8% of the total variance. Factor 5, appeal (eigenvalue = 1.15, α = .84), consisted of four items that explained 4.4% of the total variance. Factor 6, support (eigenvalue = 1.05, α = .82), consisted of three items that explained 4.1% of the total variance.  Motive indexes were created by averaging the items under each factor. Surveillance (M = 4.72, SD = .50) and appeal (M = 4.57, SD = .51) had the highest mean scores. Diversion was next (M = 4.21, SD = .84) followed by support (M = 3.79, SD = .87) and curiosity (M = 3.72, SD = .80). Interpersonal utility (M = 3.35, SD = .84) was the least salient reason for message board use. Next, the Pearson correlation coefficient was used to determine the strength of the linear relationships between the six motivation variables extracted from the factor analysis. To offer guidelines on correlations, Stacks and Hocking (1999) suggested that “weak” correlations are below +/‐.30, “moderate” correlations are between +/‐ .40 and +/‐ .70, and “high” correlations are between +/‐ .70 and +/‐ .90 (as cited in Stacks, 2002, p. 230). Table 17 shows the results of the bivariate correlation analysis between the six motivation variables. 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TABLE 17  Correlations between Motivations for Using the Message Board   
    Int. Utility       Surv.              Div.            Cur.             Appeal        Support  
Int. Utility            1                    .266***            .338***            .545***            .365***            .601***                (.000)             (.000)      (.000)                 (.000)          (.000) 
Surveillance         .266***                1             .296***             .355***            .535***            .312***           (.000)                 (.000)      (.000)                 (.000)          (.000) 
Diversion          .338***            .296***               1                 .321***            .480***            .283***           (.000)  (.000)                       (.000)                 (.000)          (.000) 
Curiosity          .545***            .355***            .321***               1                 .386***            .383***           (.000)   (.000)             (.000)                         (.000)          (.000) 
Appeal          .365***            .535***            .480***            .386***               1           .413***           (.000)    (.000)             (.000)      (.000)                              (.000) 
Support          .601***            .312***            .283***            .383***            .413***               1           (.000)    (.000)             (.000)      (.000)                 (.000)   
Note: The Pearson correlation coefficient and the significance level of the correlation are reported. * p < .05 (two‐tailed), ** p < .01 (two‐tailed), *** p < .001 (two‐tailed)   All correlations between the motivations for using the message board were positive and significant at the .001 level. Interpersonal utility and support  (r (905) = .601, p < .001) produced the highest correlation followed by interpersonal utility and curiosity (r (903) = .545, p < .001). The other correlations are as follows: interpersonal utility and surveillance (r (901) = .266), interpersonal utility and diversion (r (906) = .338), interpersonal utility and appeal (r (906) = .365), surveillance and diversion (r (912) = .296), surveillance and curiosity (r (939) = .355), surveillance and appeal (r (914) = .535), surveillance and support (r (914) = .312), diversion and curiosity (r (915) = .321), diversion and appeal (r (919) = .480), 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diversion and support (r (917) = .283), curiosity and appeal (r (917) = .386),  curiosity and support (r (916) = .383), and appeal and support (r (919) = .413).  
 
Predictors of Message Board Use Bivariate correlations also were calculated using the Pearson correlation coefficient to discern the relationships between the time college football fans spend on the message boards and their demographics, as well as the time college football fans spend on the message boards and their motivations for using them. Table 18 and Table 19 show the results of these analyses. 
 
TABLE 18  Correlations between Time Spent on Message Boards & Demographics   
          Age                 Gender            Education         Affiliation            Income  
Weekly Hours        ‐.200***                 ‐.057                        ‐.053                        .017            ‐.087**            (.000)                         (.080)                         (.106)                         (.613)                         (.008)   
Note: The Pearson correlation coefficient and the significance level of the correlation are reported. * p < .05 (two‐tailed), ** p < .01 (two‐tailed), *** p < .001 (two‐tailed)    
TABLE 19  Correlations between Time Spent on Message Boards & Motivations   
    Int. Utility       Surv.              Div.            Cur.            Appeal          Support  
Weekly Hours        .182***           .214***            .294***            .127***           .257***             .140***            (.000)  (.000)             (.000)      (.000)                 (.000)          (.000)   
Note: The Pearson correlation coefficient and the significance level of the correlation are reported. * p < .05 (two‐tailed), ** p < .01 (two‐tailed), *** p < .001 (two‐tailed) 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Age (r (923) = ‐.200, p < .001) and income (r (917) = ‐.087, p < .01) produced a significant negative correlation, albeit small, with the total hours spent on the message boards (Weekly Hours). The younger members of the message boards and those with lower annual household incomes tend to spend more time on the message boards in a typical week than older members and those with higher annual household incomes. Gender, education, and affiliation were not significantly related to the total number of hours college football fans spend on the message boards in a typical week. All correlations between the motivations for using the message boards and the total hours spent on the message boards (Weekly Hours) were positive, albeit small, and significant at the .001 level. Diversion produced the highest correlation  (r (922) = .294), followed by appeal (r (923) = .257), surveillance (r (943) = .214), interpersonal utility (r (909) = .182), support (r (921) = .140), and curiosity  (r (946) = .127). The results indicate that college football fans tend to spend more time on the message boards when they are looking for a diversion (e.g., when they are bored, don’t feel like doing anything else, or have some free time). Next, a multiple linear regression was run between the motivations for using the message boards and the total hours spent on the message boards (Weekly Hours). The results of the multiple regression analysis showed that the six‐factor motivations model significantly predicted the amount of time spent on the message boards (F (6, 871) = 21.06, p < .001). The predictor variables explained 12% of the 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variance. The diversion (β = .200, p < .001), surveillance (β = .107, p < .01), appeal  (β = .115, p < .01), and interpersonal utility (β = .117, p < .01) motives emerged as significant predictors of the criterion variable. The diversion, surveillance, appeal, and interpersonal utility motives significantly increased the amount of time college football fans spend on the message boards. Curiosity and support were not significant predictors (see Table 20).  
TABLE 20  Multiple Regression between Time Spent on Message Boards & Motivations                            Criterion Variable: Weekly Hours   Predictors                      β                t                p   Int. Utility                .117**              2.67            .008 Surveillance                    .107**              2.83            .005 Diversion                    .200***              5.37            .000 Curiosity                   ‐.075            ‐1.90            .058 Appeal                     .115**              2.71            .007 Support                    ‐.016            ‐0.40            .688   
Note: The beta weights (β), t‐tests, and the significance level of the multiple regression are reported. a R2 = .13, Adjusted R2 = .12 * p < .05 (two‐tailed), ** p < .01 (two‐tailed), *** p < .001 (two‐tailed)   Another bivariate correlation was calculated using the Pearson correlation coefficient to discern the relationship between the number of posts college football fans have contributed during their memberships and their motivations for using the message boards. Table 21 shows the results of this analysis. 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TABLE 21  Correlations between Number of Posts Contributed & Motivations   
    Int. Utility       Surv.              Div.            Cur.            Appeal          Support  
Total Posts          .413***           .067*                .160***            .111***           .086**               .159***            (.000)  (.038)             (.000)      (.001)                 (.009)          (.000)   
Note: The Pearson correlation coefficient and the significance level of the correlation are reported. * p < .05 (two‐tailed), ** p < .01 (two‐tailed), *** p < .001 (two‐tailed)  All correlations between the motivations for using the message boards and the number of posts contributed (Total Posts) were positive, albeit mostly small, and significant. Interpersonal utility produced the highest correlation (r (912) = .413,  p < .001), followed by diversion (r (925) = .160, p < .001), support (r (924) = .159,  p < .001), curiosity (r (949) = .111, p < .001), appeal (r (926) = .086, p < .01), and surveillance (r (946) = .067, p < .05). The results indicate that college football fans who use the message board for interpersonal utility (e.g., to communicate, express their opinions, or make friends) tend to have contributed more posts to the  message board. Next, a multiple linear regression was run between the motivations for using the message boards and the number of posts contributed (Total Posts). The results of the multiple regression analysis showed that the six‐factor motivations model significantly predicted how many posts college football fans have contributed during their memberships (F (6, 874) = 37.40, p < .001). The predictor variables explained 20% of the variance. The interpersonal utility (β = .556, p < .001), 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curiosity (β = ‐.173, p < .001), support (β = ‐.112, p < .01), and diversion (β = .081,  p < .05) motives emerged as significant predictors of the criterion variable. The interpersonal utility and diversion motives significantly increased the number of posts college football fans contribute to the message board while the curiosity and support motives significantly decrease the number of posts contributed. Appeal and surveillance were not significant predictors (see Table 22).  
TABLE 22  Multiple Regression between Number of Posts Contributed & Motivations                             Criterion Variable: Total Posts   Predictors                      β                t                p   Int. Utility                .556***            13.30            .000 Surveillance                    .010              0.29            .773 Diversion                    .081*              2.28            .023 Curiosity                   ‐.173***            ‐4.63            .000 Appeal                    ‐.042            ‐1.06            .292 Support                    ‐.112**            ‐2.90            .004   
Note: The beta weights (β), t‐tests, and the significance level of the multiple regression are reported. a R2 = .20, Adjusted R2 = .20 * p < .05 (two‐tailed), ** p < .01 (two‐tailed), *** p < .001 (two‐tailed)   Multiple linear regressions also were used to determine for what reasons college football fans accessed the message board before, after, or during a football game. First, the results of the analysis showed that the six‐factor motivations model significantly predicted how often college football fans access the message board 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before or after a game to read pregame notes or postgame analysis (F (6, 869) = 14.54, p < .001). The predictor variables explained 9% of the variance. The surveillance (β = .188, p < .001) and support (β = .109, p < .01) motives emerged as significant predictors of the criterion variable. Those who use the message board for information gathering and to show their support for their favorite college football team tend to access it before or after a game more often than those who do not use it to seek these gratifications. Interpersonal utility, diversion, curiosity, and appeal were not significant predictors of pregame or postgame access (see Table 23).  
TABLE 23  Multiple Regression between Pregame/Postgame Access & Motivations                       Criterion Variable: Pregame/Postgame   Predictors                      β                t                p   Int. Utility                .043              0.96            .340 Surveillance                    .188***              4.89            .000 Diversion                   ‐.034            ‐0.90            .370 Curiosity                    .074              1.84            .067 Appeal                     .011              0.26            .792 Support                    .109**              2.63            .009   
Note: The beta weights (β), t‐tests, and the significance level of the multiple regression are reported. a R2 = .09, Adjusted R2 = .09 * p < .05 (two‐tailed), ** p < .01 (two‐tailed), *** p < .001 (two‐tailed) 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Second, the results of the analysis showed that the six‐factor motivations model significantly predicted how often college football fans access the message board during a game they are watching on television (F (6, 869) = 23.87, p < .001). The predictor variables explained 14% of the variance. The interpersonal utility  (β = .293, p < .001) and diversion (β = .116, p < .01) motives emerged as significant predictors of the criterion variable. Those who use the message board to communicate with others, share their opinions, or pass time tend to access it during a game more often than those who do not use it to seek these gratifications. Surveillance, curiosity, appeal, and support were not significant predictors of during‐game access (see Table 24).  
TABLE 24  Multiple Regression between During­Game Access & Motivations                       Criterion Variable: During Game   Predictors                      β                t                p   Int. Utility                .293***              6.76            .000 Surveillance                    .037              0.97            .333 Diversion                    .116**              3.15            .002 Curiosity                   ‐.014            ‐0.37            .713 Appeal                    ‐.027            ‐0.64            .520 Support                     .055             1.36            .176   
Note: The beta weights (β), t‐tests, and the significance level of the multiple regression are reported. a R2 = .14, Adjusted R2 = .14 * p < .05 (two‐tailed), ** p < .01 (two‐tailed), *** p < .001 (two‐tailed) 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Attitudes Attitudes toward message board use were measured with three variables: satisfaction, credibility, and dependency. On a five‐point scale where 1 = Not at all 
satisfied and 5 = Very much satisfied, 66.8% of the participants indicated that they were very much satisfied with their message board memberships. An additional 27.1% indicated that they were quite satisfied. Only three participants indicated that they were not at all satisfied (N = 935, M = 4.59, SD = .65). On a five‐point scale where 1 = Not at all credible and 5 = Always credible, 98.5% of participants indicated that they find the information provided by the message board administrators mostly 
credible or always credible. Only one participant indicated that he finds the information not at all credible (N = 932, M = 4.59, SD = .53). Finally, on a five‐point scale where 1 = Not at all and 5 = Very much, 93.6% of participants indicated that they would miss the message board quite a bit or very much if it were no longer available (N = 933, M = 4.62, SD = .65). A multiple linear regression was run between the motivations for using the message boards and each of the three attitude variables. The results of the first multiple regression analysis showed that the six‐factor motivations model significantly predicted how satisfied college football fans are with their message board memberships (F (6, 868) = 33.67, p < .001). The predictor variables explained 18% of the variance. The appeal (β = .352, p < .001) and surveillance (β = .107,  p < .01) motives emerged as significant predictors of satisfaction. Those who use the 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message board for information gathering, for enjoyment, and for its convenience were more satisfied with their memberships. Diversion, interpersonal utility, support, and curiosity were not significant predictors of satisfaction (see Table 25).  
TABLE 25  Multiple Regression between Satisfaction & Motivations                             Criterion Variable: Satisfaction   Predictors                      β                t                p   Int. Utility                .061              1.43            .153 Surveillance                    .107**              2.99            .003 Diversion                   ‐.067            ‐1.89            .060 Curiosity                    .010              0.27            .785 Appeal                     .352***              8.80            .000 Support                     .039              1.00            .316   
Note: The beta weights (β), t‐tests, and the significance level of the multiple regression are reported. a R2 = .19, Adjusted R2 = .18 * p < .05 (two‐tailed), ** p < .01 (two‐tailed), *** p < .001 (two‐tailed)  The results of the second multiple regression analysis showed that the six‐factor motivations model significantly predicted how credible college football fans find the information provided by the message board administrators (F (6, 867) = 16.01,  p < .001). The predictor variables explained 9% of the variance. The appeal  (β = .246, p < .001) and support (β = .104, p < .05) motives emerged as significant predictors of credibility. Those who use the message board for enjoyment, for its 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convenience, and to show their support for their favorite college football team find the information provided by the message board administrators to be more credible. Curiosity, interpersonal utility, surveillance, and diversion were not significant predictors of credibility (see Table 26).  
TABLE 26  Multiple Regression between Credibility & Motivations                             Criterion Variable: Credibility   Predictors                      β                t                p   Int. Utility                .033              0.74            .460 Surveillance                    .021              0.54            .587 Diversion                    .019              0.51            .613 Curiosity                   ‐.060             ‐1.51            .132 Appeal                     .246***              5.85            .000 Support                     .104*              2.52            .012   
Note: The beta weights (β), t‐tests, and the significance level of the multiple regression are reported. a R2 = .10, Adjusted R2 = .09 * p < .05 (two‐tailed), ** p < .01 (two‐tailed), *** p < .001 (two‐tailed)  The results of the third multiple regression analysis showed that the six‐factor motivations model significantly predicted how much college football fans would miss the message board if it were no longer available (F (6, 866) = 32.72,  p < .001). The predictor variables explained 18% of the variance. The appeal  (β = .254, p < .001), surveillance (β = .138, p < .001), and support (β = .128, p < .01) motives emerged as significant predictors of dependency. Those who use the 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message board for enjoyment, for its convenience, for information gathering, and to show their support for their favorite college football team would miss the message board the most if it were no longer available. Interpersonal utility, curiosity, and diversion were not significant predictors of dependency (see Table 27).  
TABLE 27  Multiple Regression between Dependency & Motivations                             Criterion Variable: Dependency   Predictors                      β                t                p   Int. Utility                .052              1.23            .220 Surveillance                    .138***              3.82            .000 Diversion                   ‐.005            ‐0.15            .882 Curiosity                   ‐.011            ‐0.29            .773 Appeal                     .254***              6.31            .000 Support                     .128**              3.28            .001   
Note: The beta weights (β), t‐tests, and the significance level of the multiple regression are reported. a R2 = .19, Adjusted R2 = .18 * p < .05 (two‐tailed), ** p < .01 (two‐tailed), *** p < .001 (two‐tailed) 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Complementarity versus Displacement RQ3 asked whether online message boards are complementing or displacing traditional media for college football fans. On a five‐point scale where 1 = a lot less 
than and 5 = a lot more than, nearly half (45.8%) of participants reported that since they started using the message board, they follow their favorite college football team a lot more than in the past. Just 2% of participants reported following the team less since using the message board. On a five‐point scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree, 82.4% of participants strongly agreed that when there is breaking news concerning their favorite college football team, the message board is the first place they go for the latest information. Similarly, 75.3% of participants 
strongly agreed that the message board helps to fill gaps in content related to their favorite college football team that they find in traditional media outlets. To test complementarity versus displacement, participants indicated whether the time they spend on the message board is more or less than the time they spend with more traditional forms of media (overall and specifically) concerning their favorite college football team. Similar to the James et al. (1995) study, single‐sample t‐tests compared mean responses for each item to a population mean of 3 representing no effect (3 = about the same as). Participants reported spending significantly more time on the message board than they do with traditional media overall (t (926) = 47.271, p < .001). More specifically, participants reported spending significantly more time on the message board than they do with 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newspaper articles (t (935) = 46.967, p < .001), magazine articles (t (931) = 50.397, p < .001), radio programs (t (934) = 41.299, p < .001), and television programs  (t (931) = 37.877, p < .001) concerning their favorite college football team  (see Table 28). 
 
TABLE 28  Single­Sample t­Tests: Effects of Message Board Use on Traditional Media    Medium            Mean      Std. Deviation    t   Traditional Media Overall    4.39        .90      47.27 *** Newspaper Articles          4.46        .95      46.97 *** Magazine Articles         4.54        .94      50.40 *** Radio Programs          4.41      1.05      41.30 *** Television Programs         4.28      1.04      37.88 ***   
Note: All items answered on five‐point scale where 1 = a lot less than and 5 = a lot more than a Means compared against a population mean of 3 * p < .05 (two‐tailed), ** p < .01 (two‐tailed), *** p < .001 (two‐tailed) 
  As noted in the previous chapter, of particular interest here is whether age plays a role in this displacement. A bivariate correlation was calculated using the Pearson correlation coefficient to discern the relationship between age and the time spent on the message board in relation to the time spend with other media. Table 21 shows the results of this analysis. 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TABLE 29  Correlations between Displacements & Age   
     All Media        Newspapers       Magazines           Radio            Television  
Age           ‐.092**                   ‐.130***                  ‐.127***                  ‐.095**            ‐.098**            (.005)                         (.000)                         (.000)                         (.004)                         (.003)   
Note: The Pearson correlation coefficient and the significance level of the correlation are reported. * p < .05 (two‐tailed), ** p < .01 (two‐tailed), *** p < .001 (two‐tailed)  All correlations between the displacements and age were small, though negatively significant. Newspapers produced the highest correlation (r (922) = ‐.127,  p < .001), followed by magazines (r (918) = ‐.127, p < .001), television (r (918) =  ‐.098, p < .01), and radio (r (921) = ‐.095, p < .001). The correlation showing the displacements effects of all traditional media and age was (r (915) = .‐092, p < .01). The results indicate that, to a greater extent than the older generation of college football fans, younger fans tend to access the message board more than they do newspapers, magazines, etc. 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CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION       
Implications This study on college football fans generated valuable insight into their online message board use. It helped to explain how college football fans use online message boards, what their motivations (gratifications sought) are for doing so, and whether online message boards are complementing or displacing traditional media for college football fans. It also answered questions about attitudes, sports fandom, and the demographic information of college football fans.   The sample consisted of mostly male respondents in their mid‐20s to mid 40s who are college‐educated and have an annual household income of more than $75,000. Most participants were affiliated to the university of the message board they subscribe to by having attended the university themselves and/or having one family member who attended the university. Nearly all of the college football fans surveyed agreed to possessing an above‐average knowledge of information related to their favorite college football team and to experiencing an emotional connection to the team. Attendance for home and away games was in‐line with expectations from avid fans, spending on university‐related merchandise leaned toward the  high‐end, and the majority of respondents had made a monetary donation to the university athletic program in the past two years. The responses to the sports 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fandom items distinctly showed that the sample represented a high level of sports fandom based on some of the characteristics that McPherson et al. (1989) and Gantz and Wenner (1995) outlined in previous studies. The results revealed that college football fans spend between six and eight hours on the message board in a typical week, with most of this time spent during the evenings. In regard to the factor analysis for motivations of message board use, the six factor loadings were logical despite the expectation of eight factors. For example, the item “I want to make new friends or meet new people who share my similar interests” originally designated under socialization would also make sense under community. Vice versa, the item “I enjoy providing information or solving problems for those with questions” originally designated under community has qualities of socialization. The medium appeal item that loaded with the socialization and community items included the phrase “communicate with people,” which makes it interrelate well with the new factor. The other revised factor merged items that dealt with convenience and entertainment, both of which make online message boards appealing. Most college football fans go to the message board for surveillance, which had the highest mean score (M = 4.72, SD = .50). This includes behaviors such as wanting to get specific information about the team and wanting to keep up‐to‐date with the latest news surrounding the team. Above all else, surveillance is the most important motivation for message board use. This finding is in line with the 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Garramone et al. (1986) political bulletin board study and the James et al. (1995) CompuServe and Prodigy electronic bulletin boards study. Both concluded that information seeking was the most prevalent use. The time respondents spend on the message board is positively correlated with all six motives, but multiple regression showed that diversion, surveillance, appeal, and interpersonal utility are the motives that significantly predict the time spent. College football fans who spend the most time on the site are the ones who go there to relieve boredom and pass time. The number of posts contributed during membership also is positively correlated with all six motives, but multiple regression showed that interpersonal utility, curiosity, support, and diversion are the motives that significantly predict post count. College football fans who have contributed the most posts are the ones who go there to socialize and provide information to others. Finally, multiple regressions revealed that college football fans who access the message board before or after a game differ in their motivations from those who access the message board during a game. Surveillance and support were the key motives for pregame/postgame access. These fans are interested in gaining valuable information before a game, such as injury updates and starting lineups, and in learning more details after a game, such as key statistics and game analysis. On the other hand, interpersonal utility and diversion were the key motives for during‐game access. These fans, likely those who are not actually in 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attendance at the game, are interested in communicating with other fans about the game progress and voicing their opinions on actions, such as play calling. Regarding attitudes, nearly all of the participants reported that they were satisfied with their message board memberships (satisfaction), found the information provided by the message board administrators to be credible (credibility), and would miss the message board if it were no longer available (dependency). The appeal and surveillance motives were significant predictors of satisfaction. The appeal and support motives were significant predictors of credibility. The appeal, surveillance, and support motives were significant predictors of dependency. Interpersonal utility, curiosity, and diversion did not emerge as significant predictors of any of the attitude variables.   This research attempted to discover the effect online message boards have had on traditional media. The majority of participants admitted that the message board is the first place they go for the latest information about the team, especially when there is breaking news, and that the message board helps to fill gaps in content related to the team that they find in traditional media outlets. Single‐sample 
t‐tests showed that college football fans spend significantly more time on the message board than they do with newspaper articles, magazine articles, radio programs and television programs concerning their favorite college football team. These results do not fall in line with Dutta‐Bergman’s (2004) proposed content‐based media complementarity theory, but it is unclear to what extent. These 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message board users are heavily relying on the message board for information about their favorite college football team, which in effect is leading them to turn to traditional media much less. However, this study did not address how much traditional media college football fans still do consume. Therefore, they could still be using traditional and online media in a complementary fashion, just not in equal portions. Even so, this study clearly strengthened media displacement theory, which denotes that when a new medium comes along, it will reduce the time spend with other forms of media. Thus far, neither theory has emerged as the better way to gauge the Internet’s impact on traditional media because of how often they have produced conflicting results. It is possible that, because the message board is a paid service, users associate having to buy a subscription with better, more in‐depth content. Although newspapers and magazine require subscription fees, these fees are far less and the content is not solely focused on one college football team. It should be noted that some message boards have moderators who also put out a magazine focused around their college football team or host their own sports talk radio show. The members of the message board probably read that magazine and listen to that radio show often because they value the opinions of the message board moderators. Lastly, when age was correlated with the complementarity versus displacement variables, the results showed that a displacement of traditional media was occurring more for the younger message board users. This is an interesting 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finding because as the Internet continues to flourish, more and more young people might turn solely to the Web instead of ever picking up a newspaper.  
Limitations and Direction As stated earlier, using a nonprobability sampling method prevents this study from being generalizable to sports fans as a whole or even to the population of college football fans who are message board users. Although the survey produced an excellent sample size (N = 995) based on Wimmer and Dominick’s (2006) guideline, the sizes of the four groups were not equal. The BlueWhiteIllustrated.com survey returned 79 responses, the ASUDevils.com survey returned 121 responses, the HawkeyeReport.com survey returned 257 responses, and the RedRaiderSports.com survey returned 538 responses. Four different message boards were selected based on a number of factors to ensure a diversity of teams and procure the most representative sample of college football fans who are online message board users. Although unequal group sizes are not ideal, it was more important to achieve a high response count for this exploratory study. It is also necessary to point out that only 28 women participated in the study (3% of total respondents). It was to be expected that men would be the majority considering the subject matter, but the extreme number of males made it impossible to measure differences in gender for this study. A similar study could be conducted to gauge just the female college football fan’s perspective on online message boards, 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or a quota sampling method could be employed to ensure female representation and garner a less homogenous sample. In regard to the survey, relying on self‐report is a limitation of any study. However, self‐report techniques are consistently the most‐used method of data collection for uses and gratifications studies (Rayburn, 1996). This research was exploratory toward college football‐related message boards, and therefore, the list of motivations adapted from similar studies was not comprehensive. A content analysis and qualitative methods should be conducted in future research on sports message boards to further refine the motivations. Furthermore, this study analyzed paid online message boards. It compared paid content to other paid content (e.g., newspapers, magazines, and television), but it also compared paid content to free content (e.g., radio). Free boards also exist in the realm of college football, and often there is both a paid and a free message board for the same team. Future studies could compare paid message boards to free message boards in order to discover their similarities and differences.  
Future Research   This study on college football message board users could be expanded on in many ways. First, it could be replicated for other sports, such as college basketball, and to professional sports, such as the NFL. Down the line, it would be beneficial to employ a longitudinal study as Stempel et al. (2000) did to study message boards over time and see if relationships between variables change. Content analyses of 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sports message boards could examine the types of messages posted, the number of messages posted on a daily basis, the types of members (active users versus lurkers), and the dynamic among message board users. Beyond determining whether message boards are supplementing traditional media use or acting as a substitute, future studies should look at the reasons why sports fans are changing their media habits because of the Internet. Why are media consumers increasing or decreasing their use of traditional media, and what factors are involved in this change? Future studies also should explore other theoretical approaches in relation to message board use, such as media dependency theory. To point out the relevance of this theory, James et al. (1995) wrote: “The media dependency theory emerges as a powerful guide to describe a medium, like bulletin boards, that becomes entrenched in the lives of users much like a habit” (p. 47). Online message boards do have an addictive quality, and this study proved how much users would miss this medium if it were no longer available. 
 
Conclusion   This study laid the groundwork for future analyses by providing exploratory insight into the uses and gratifications of online message boards. Exploring the virtual communities of college football fans rendered a glimpse into the behaviors, attitudes, and characteristics these message board users share and uncovered potential research possibilities into this online medium. The results of this study 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helped to explain online message board use, the motivations behind it, and its effect on traditional media. Not only does this study contribute to filling the gap in sports journalism research, but it also has practical implications for sports journalists. Those in sports media can better understand how they can adjust their methods of delivery to cater to the way sports fans use the media. With the continuous expansion of the Internet, and now with a heavy use of blogs and social media emerging, sports journalists will need to readapt to a changing media landscape. Understanding why a particular online audience prefers the Internet to traditional media is the first step in understanding what needs are not currently being gratified by traditional media. 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APPENDIX A INFORMED CONSENT   You are invited to participate in a research study. The purpose of this research is to understand how college football fans use online message boards, such as the one you are a member of on the Rivals.com network.   If you agree to participate, you will be asked to complete a survey related to your use of this online message board. The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. Your participation is voluntary, and you can discontinue your participation at any time without penalty.  Your identity and participation will remain confidential. Your responses to the survey will not be connected to you in any way, and no identifying information will be collected as part of this survey. Your responses will be used for research purposes only.  If you have any questions about this study, please feel free to contact the principal researcher, Sharisse Hubbard, at slhmt4@mail.mizzou.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the Campus Institutional Review Board at the University of Missouri at (573) 882‐9585.  Your responses will be beneficial in contributing to the body of sports media research. There are no risks associated with participating in this study greater than those encountered in everyday life.  Thank you so much for your willingness to participate. Your time is tremendously appreciated.  Sharisse Hubbard Master’s candidate, Missouri School of Journalism 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APPENDIX B ONLINE SURVEY   
Patterns of Use In a typical week, how many total hours do you spend on [MESSAGE BOARD]?  Less than 2 hours 2 hours or more, but less than 4 4 hours or more, but less than 6 6 hours or more, but less than 8 8 hours or more, but less than 10 10 hours or more   How long have you been a member of [MESSAGE BOARD]?  Less than 1 year 1 year or more, but less than 4 4 years or more, but less than 7 7 years or more, but less than 10 10 years or more   Since you became a member of [MESSAGE BOARD], how many posts have you contributed?  0 – 10 11 – 50 51 – 100 101 – 500 501 – 1,000 1,001 – 5,000 5,001 – 10,000 10,001 or more 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Of all the messages posted to [MESSAGE BOARD] by other members, what percentage of them would you say you typically read?  0 to 19 percent 20 to 39 percent 40 to 59 percent 60 to 79 percent 80 to 100 percent   Of all the messages posted to [MESSAGE BOARD] by the administrators, what percentage of them would you say you typically read?  0 to 19 percent 20 to 39 percent 40 to 59 percent 60 to 79 percent 80 to 100 percent   At what time of day do you usually spend the most time on [MESSAGE BOARD]?  6:01 a.m. – 10 a.m. 10:01 a.m. – 2 p.m. 2:01 p.m. – 6 p.m. 6:01 p.m. – 10 p.m. 10:01 p.m. – 2 a.m. 2:01 a.m. – 6 a.m.   Please indicate how often you do the following activities. 1=Never, 2=Rarely, 3=Sometimes, 4=Often, 5=Always   I access [MESSAGE BOARD] before or after a [UNIVERSITY] football game to read pregame notes or postgame analysis.   When I watch a [UNIVERSITY] football game on television, I access [MESSAGE BOARD] during the game. 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Motivations 
 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree   I use [MESSAGE BOARD] because … 
 
 
Surveillance  I want to get specific information about [UNIVERSITY] football. I want to keep up‐to‐date with the latest news about [UNIVERSITY] football. I want to be educated about [UNIVERSITY] football. I want to get quality information from experts of [UNIVERSITY] football. 
 
 
  Curiosity   I am curious about others’ opinions about [UNIVERSITY] football. I am interested in reading opinions that differ from my own. I am interested in reading opinions that support my point‐of‐view. 
 
 
Socialization  I want to communicate with those who share my similar interests. I want to express my opinion about [UNIVERSITY] football. I want to make friends or meet new people who share my similar interests.   
Community  I enjoy the feeling of belonging to a community of fans with similar interests. I enjoy providing information or solving problems for those with questions. I feel like members of [MESSAGE BOARD] support one another when personal issues arise. 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Support  It allows me to express my support for [UNIVERSITY] football. I feel like I am indirectly supporting [UNIVERSITY] football.  I feel like my support of [UNIVERSITY] football matters.   
Medium Appeal  It is easy and convenient to use. It is available at any time of day. It allows me to give and get quick feedback. I can communicate with people who are located in other geographic locations. 
 
 
Entertainment  It keeps me entertained. It is enjoyable to me. Members also communicate about topics other than [UNIVERSITY] football.     Diversion  It helps to pass the time when I am bored. It helps to pass the time when I don’t feel like doing anything else. It gives me something to do when I have some free time.   
Complementarity versus Displacement 
 Please complete the following statements. 1=a lot less than, 2=a little less than, 3=about the same as, 4=a little more than,  5=a lot more than   Since I started using [MESSAGE BOARD] …   I find myself following [UNIVERSITY] football _______ in the past. 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Overall, the time I spend on the message board is _______ the time I spend with traditional media, such as newspapers, magazines, radio, and television, concerning [UNIVERSITY] football.   More specifically, the time I spend on [MESSAGE BOARD] is …    _______ the time I spend with newspaper articles concerning [UNIVERSITY] football.  _______ the time I spend with magazine articles concerning [UNIVERSITY] football.  _______ the time I spend with radio programs concerning [UNIVERSITY] football.  _______ the time I spend with television programs concerning [UNIVERSITY] football.   Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree   When there is breaking news concerning [UNIVERSITY] football, [MESSAGE BOARD] is the first place I go for the latest information.    [MESSAGE BOARD] helps to fill gaps in content related to [UNIVERSITY] football that I find in traditional media outlets.   
Satisfaction 
 How satisfied are you with your membership to [MESSAGE BOARD]?  Not at all satisfied Just a little satisfied Somewhat satisfied Quite satisfied Very much satisfied 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Credibility  How credible do you find the information provided by the administrators on [MESSAGE BOARD]?  Not at all credible Rarely credible Sometimes credible Mostly credible Always credible  
 
Dependency 
 How much would you miss [MESSAGE BOARD] if it were no longer available?  Not at all Just a little Somewhat Quite a bit Very much   
Fandom 
 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neutral, 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree 
 
 I feel like I possess an above‐average knowledge of information related to the [UNIVERSITY] football team.   I experience an emotional connection to the [UNIVERSITY] football team.   In a typical year, how many [UNIVERSITY] home football games do you attend?  None Some Half Most All 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In a typical year, how many [UNIVERSITY] away football games do you attend?  None Some Half Most All 
  In a typical year, how much do you spend on [UNIVERSITY] related merchandise, such as clothing, hats, and decorations?  $0 – $24 $25 – $49 $50 – $99 $100 – $149 $150 – $199 $200 or more   Have you donated money to the [UNIVERSITY] athletic program in the past two years?   Yes No   
Demographics 
 Please indicate your age.  18 to 24 25 to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 or older   Please indicate your gender.  Male Female 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Please indicate the highest level of education you have completed.  Grade school High school diploma Some college Associate’s degree Bachelor’s degree Some graduate or professional school Graduate or professional degree   How many members of your family, including yourself, are graduates or current students of [UNIVERSITY]?  0 1 to 2 3 to 4 5 or more   Please indicate your annual household income.  $25,000 or less per year $25,001 to $50,000 $50,001 to $75,000 $75,001 to $100,000 $100,001 or more per year 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